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Executive Summary

The Minnesota Statistical Analysis Center, a part of the Office of Justice Programs (OJP),
administered a statewide survey of victimization in late 2016 for the first time since 2010. The
mixedmode survegollected data on experiences with crime victimizatlon the previous year
perceptions of safety and police effectiveness, and basic demographic information from 1,560 adults
via mailed and wdiased surveys. To ensure a representative sampleadéhuate proportion

of racial and ethnic minority respondents, households from majowthiteneighborhoods were
oversampled. The resulting sample, coupled with sample weights, provides a portrait similar to that
of Minnesota residents as a whole.

Table 1 displays a summary of reported victimizations among the survey respondents. About 37
percent of all respondents to this survey reported victimization of any form included in the survey.

Table 1. Summary of Victimization Reports from the 2016 Minnesota Crime Victimization Survey
(n = 1,560)

Percent reporting at Of victims, Percent that
Victimization Types least one percent reporting  reported event to

victimization event repeat events police®

Any Offense Victimization 37.2% 38.3% 20.9%

Property Offense Victimization 33.1% 34.0% 28.7%

Home Vandalism 5.4% 36.2% 64.6%

Home Burglary 5.8% 24.1% 38.0%

Car Vandalism/Break-In 10.7% 20 8% 34.6%

Fraudulent Account Access 17.7% 32.9% 10.4%

Misuse of Identifying Information 2.9% 33.5% 31.1%

Financial Scams 4.3% --b T7.0%

Person Offense Victimization 10.2%4 70.1% 67.2%
Stalking 9.6% 383% --b

Domestic Violence 1.5% 97.3% 80.5%

Sexual AszzaultNo Penetration 1.3% 75.5% 9.5%
Sexval Aszault wPenetration 0.1% 100.0% -

Robbery 0.3% 89.8%% 94 6%

Assault 0.5% 58.0%% 35.0%

2 — Pespongses based on most recent victimization event if multiple events ccourred in previcus 12 months
b — Follow-up question was not asked for this vichimization type
¢ — Mo respondents answered thiz question
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Compared to the most recent Minnesota Crime Victimizatiay Ssgtfeported victimization has
remained stable or risen slightly for certain types of crime. Over this same period of time, most
types of serious crimes have continued to decline since the 1990s, according to official crime data.

Of the respondentsat reported victimization(s) in this survey, approximately 38 percent were
victimized more than once, and a little less than 30 percent reported the most recent victimization
event to the police. Only age, income, and geographic location were sygascated with

experiencing any form of victimization covered in this survey. The youngest respondents (ages 18 to
24), the highesicome respondents ($100,000 per year or more), and Miri8tapalis

metropolitan area residents all had the higdtestof victimization.

Property offense victimization was the most common form of victimization reported in this survey,
with onethird of respondents reporting at least one form of property offense victimization. Of

those victims, 34 percent were via@adimore than once within the year. More than 70 percent of
these victimization events weotreported to the police. Of the specific types of property offenses
included in this survey, fraudulent account access (e.g., unauthorized use of crelintards or
accounts) was the most common form of victimization; approximately 18 percent of respondents
reported at least one instance of fraudulent account access. Credit card/bank account fraud and
victimization by a financial scam were least likely todreedefo the police. For all forms of

property crime, rates of victimization varied significantly by age, gender, race/ethnicity, income, and
geographic location.

About 10 percent of respondents were victims of person (violent) offenses. Victims of person
offenses, more than victims of property offenses, were repeatedly victimized; nearly 80 percent of
person victims reported that they were victimized more than once within the year. These offenses
were also more likely to be reported to the police contpamexperty offenses; about 67 percent

of person offenses were reported to the police. Because of low incidence of violent victimization,
the rates could not be analyzed by demographic characteristics.

Most of the respondents to this survey who repartgdorm of victimization did not seek

treatment for a mental or emotional health condition as a result of that victimization event(s), nor
did most of the victimized respondents seek any sort of victim assistance. Most victimized
respondents also did ribink that they were victimized due to any personal characteristic (e.g., age,
gender, or race).

Consistent with prior surveys, a majority of Minnesotans continue to report feeling safe in their

neighborhoods. The following respondent characteristicassecgated with the highest levels of
perceived neighborhood safety:

THE 2016 MINNESOTA ®IME VICTIMIZATION BRVEYd SEPTEMBERO17 2



- Younger age (ages 25 to 54) - Heterosexual orientation

- Male gender - Higher income ($60,000 or more)
- White/non-Hispanic race/ethnicity - Residence outside of the Minneapoli
- Long neighborhood tenure (5 years St. Paul Metyolitan Area

more)

A majority of Minnesotans also continue to have favorable attitudes toward their local police,
reporting that police are effective at controlling local crime and responding to calls for help. The
following respondent characteristics were associated with the highest levels of perceived police
effectiveness:

- Older age (ages 65 and older) - Heterosexual orientation
- White/non-Hispanic race/ethnicity - Residence outside of the Minneapoli
- Long neighborhood tenure (5 years « St. Paul metropithn area

more)

Less than a third of survey respondents had any contact with police within the previous year.
Whether they rated that contact as positive or negative depended on the reason for contact. Victims
of crime, witnesses of crime, respondents reporting problems to police, and respondents involved in
traffic stops generally rated their interactions with police as positive. Conversely, pedestrians stopped
for questioning, respondents having vehicle issuesdests who were arrested, and respondents

who had a business or home alarm issue generally rated their interactions with police as negative.
Whether respondents rated police contact as positive or negative also depended on certain personal
characteristic§or certain types of polioespondent interactions, female respondents, white/non
Hispanic respondents, Minneap8lisPaul metropolitan area respondents, and wealthier

respondents generally rated their interactions with police as more positive.

Morethan a third of survey respondents reported that they had firearms in their homes. The
following respondent characteristics were associated with having a firearm:

- Older age (ages 55 and older) - Higher income ($60,000 or more)
- Male gender - Residence outsidéthe Minneapolis
- White/non-Hispanic race/ethnicity St. Paul metropolitan area

Of the 37 percent of respondents who did have firearms in their home, a little more than a third also
had a conceahndcarry permit. This figure is higher than in a preworvey, and is consistent with
official statistics that show a growing number of permit holders in the state. Younger respondents
(ages 18 to 34), male respondents, racial or ethnic minority respondents, and respondents with
higher household incomes G000 or more) were more likely to hold a coaocealarry permit.
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Overall, the results of this survey reveal thaegelfted victimizations are not following the same

pattern as official crime data. While crimes reported to law enforcement agginciesa

decline, selfeported victimizations have remained stable or have slightly increased, depending on
the crime type. Moreover, despite Minnesotans
and most serious types of offenses do not cothe attention of police. Subsequent research

should examine why so many crimes go unreported and how victims can be encouraged to report
crimes and access resources they may need.
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Introduction

In late 2016 and early 2017, the Minnesota Statistilygig\Ganter (MNSAC) completed a
statewide crime victimization survey that mea
of neighborhood safety, and attitudes toward police among a sample of Minnesota adults. Because
Minnesota has not yet comeld implementation of an incideased crime reporting system,

surveys such as this one are important for understanding the experiences and characteristics of crime
victims, providing information on crime not reported to police, providing informatmontened

in official police records, and assessing crime trends. The National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS) has tracked the victimization experiences of Americans since 1973. However, NCVS data
are not available by region or at the state level stdtesjide crime victimization surveys such as

this one can provide staéwel data that the NCVS cannot.

Minnesota has administered six similar surveys in the past, with the most recent survey administered
in 2010 (MNSAC, 2011). The current surveyevased since its last iteration in order to improve
guestions and to stay-tgpdate with the most recent research. Moreover, the 2010 survey placed a
special emphasis on domestic violence victimization, while the current survey does not. There are
severafjuestions that have remained consistent in this series of surveys, as well as questions
consistent with the NCVS in order to allow for atgegear trend analysis and a comparison to

national trends. However, a perfect comparison to previous Minoesaja and the NCVS is not

possible given that there are variations in survey content (e.g., crime types included and question
wording) and sampling methodology (e.g., the NCVS includes persons 12 years of age and older,
while Minnesota surveys includey @aults).

Based on feedback from the 2010 Minnesota Crime Victim Survey (MCVS) and previous drafts of
the current survey, changes were made to the current survey, notably:

o The 2010 MCVS included two questions about domestic violence victimizatjoastoe
asked about domestic violence victimization within the previous year, and the other question
asked about domestic violence victimization
includes only one question about domestic violence \agmiithin the previous year, and
has fewer and different follayp questions. The follewp questions in the current survey are
similar to the followap questions for other forms of violent victimization, with the exception of
asking whether or not minchildren were present during the domestic violence victimization
event. The current survey does not ask about why victims did not contact law enforcement, or
what specific actions they took in response to the domestic violence victimization event, as the
previous survey did.

0 The current survey asks whether certain victimization events occurred more than once within
the previous year, but does not attempt to measure how many times an event occurred, as the
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previous survey did. The current survey natheafecus of followup questions to the most

recent victimization event (if a certain type of victimization occurred more than once in the
previous year). Referring only to the most recent victimization event, the current survey asks (1)
whether or not th respondent contacted police, (2) for an estimate of monetary losses (for
property offenses and financial information/identity theft crimes only), and (3) for the victim
perpetrator relationship (if known and only for financial/identity crimes and pieison/

offenses).

o The current survey added the household size and the number of minor children in the
household to the basic demographic/background information questions.

o The current survey asks a series of questions that attempt to measurecsiaizatgon
(Question 10, items A through I) as the previous survey did, but the wording of the initial
guestion, some of the specific items, and the fopjayuestions have been altered to stay
current with the most recent stalking victimizationrodsélhis change includes the addition of
an item that asks about victimization by thecoosensual posting of sexually explicit photos
or videos on the internet or other public fo
follow-up questionthat attempt to establish whether or not the individual stalking behaviors
followed a pattern that is indicative of stalking.

0 The current survey includes an expanded number ofperpetrator relationship options for
violent victimization event gtiess (not including domestic violence), including the addition of
(1) a coworker, colleague, or supervisor; (2) a customer, client, or patient; and (3) other.

0 The current survey does not include questions about threatened violence (i.e., violasce that
suggested but not actually carried out) or separate questions about violence that was committed

without the use of a weapon and then again asked with the use of weapons (the previous survey

included both). These questions about threatened violemckbecoahfused with questions

about violence that was actually committed. Similarly, separate questions about assault

victimization without the use of a weapon and assault victimization with the use of a weapon

could be confusing to respondents. Thusuihve included questions only about assaults that

were committed without or with the use of a weapon all in one question (Question 15).

The information in this report is a complement to the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) statistics,

Mi nnes ot a0 sof epofted crima&a The IQRusracrime reporting system administered
nationally by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). In Minnesota, UCR data are collected by
local law enforcement and maintained by the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehéysion (BC
These records contain information on the most serious type of offenses (e.g., murder, rape, burglary)
and many less serious offenses (e.g., simple assault, fraud, drug offenses) that are reported to or
known by police. Because the UCR is based ors cepueted to law enforcement agencies, it does

not contain information on crimes that do not come to the attention of law enforcement. With

some exceptions, the UCR also does not include victim characteristicsmenpetnator
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relationships. This sity includes information on several types of victimization events, regardless of
whether or not they were reported to police. Moreover, the data produced by this survey include
victim characteristics as well as viptnpetrators relationships.
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Methodol ogy

The MNSAC contracted with the Wyoming Survey & Analysis Center (WYSAC) to complete the
2016 MCVS. The survey was conducted using amuxiedform of data collection (we@sed

and mailed paper surveys) on a sample stratified in such a way a&saalspcaportionately

higher number of surveys from racial and ethnic minorities. The period of data collection was
between October 12, 2016, and February 6, 2017. A total of 1,560 surveys were received by close of
data collection, which exceeded thetarg

number of 1,000 surveys. Suwey Quick Facts

Survey Start and End Dates
October 12, 2016 to February 6, 2017

Questionnaire Development
The 2016 MCVS was developed by the Mode of Data Collection

MNSAC based on the NCVS and adapte| \jixed: Wekbased and mailed paper survey

to reflect issues of immediate interest to | Completed Surveys
state of Minnesota. The WYSAC formatt¢ 1 550 Total: 472 wetmsed (30%); 1,088

the questionnaire into a scannable docur mailed paper (70%): 417 from racial/ethnic
and programmed it for online survey minorities (27%)

administration to enable the mixed mode| Response Rates

data collection envisioned for this project| Total sample: 25.6%; high density (50%+),
nonwhite block groups: 23.1%; remainder

Mode of Contact and Mode of Data block groups: 28.3%
Collection Survey Length

Initial contact with survey respondents w Eight pages
made in the form of a mailed letter semt \| Margins of Error _

the United States Postal Service (USPS) Séi&%’é‘g;z'% percentage points at 95%
The mode of data collection was mixed; High density BGs: +4.79 percentpgits at
survey respondents were given the optio| 95% confidence

complete the survey online or to respond Remainder BGs: +2.90 percentage points g
using the paper survey sent in the mail | 9°% confidence

according to the survey administration

protocd described below.

Sampling Frame, Sample Design, and Sample Size

The population of interest for this survey was the adult Minnesota population. The pool of potential
respondents (i.e., the sampling frame) included all Minnesota households with dragakele ad
contained in the delivery sequence file (DSF) maintained by the USPS. The project specifications
called for a disproportionately high number of completed suiayst 400 of the total target of

1,00@ to be obtained from representatives of thalfattinic minorities living in the state. This
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requirement called for the use of a$tvata probability sample. Stratum One was designed to

include highdensity, minority block groups (BGs), meaning BGs composed of 50 percent or greater
nontwhite resides. Stratum Two included the remaining Minnesota BGs. The final sampling frame
consisted of 207 BGs in Stratum One and 3,900 BGs in Stratum Two. Stratum One was
oversampled to secure the desired number of completed surveys from racial/ethnic minorities. A
total of 6,500 mailable addresses were drawn into the sample, including 3,500 from Stratum One and
3,000 from Stratum Tw&@ee Appendix A for more details regarding the stratum definitions.

Survey Administration

The final survey instrument was designétido eight pages of a scannable document so that
completed surveys could be scanned using optical mark recognition (OMR) technology, rather than
manual entry into a database. By using scannable documents, manual data entry error was
eliminated, signiotly reducing the potential for data entry error. The necessary number of paper
copies were printed commercially on heaxgaght paper, using two tabloid sheets folded into

booklet format. At the same time, the questionnaire was programmed formelne su

administration using Qualtrics software.

The data collection period ran from October 12, 2016, to February 6, 2017, during which time a
total of four mailings were administered. The first three mailings went by the following protocol:

o First mailing: letter authored by the executive director of the Minnesota Office of Justice
Programs was sent to all addresses drawn into the sample. The letter explained the purpose and
importance of the survey and provided the link and a unigque access codédirie trexsion of
the survey. A quasindom, withirFhousehold selection of respondents was applied by
instructing the adult household member with the next upcoming birthday to complete the
survey.

0 Second mailirige paper version of the survey was m@ilatl households who had not
responded online by that time. The cover letter once again explained the purpose and
importance of the survey and provided the link and a unique access code to the online version of
the survey. A postage paid return envel@gancluded.

Third mailing:reminder letter soliciting participation was mailed to all households who had not
yet completed the survey online or by paper. This letter again contained the link and unique
access code to the online version of the survey.

o The first three mailings went out in envelopes with the Minnesota Department of Public

Safetyds seal and return address.

1The sample of mailable addresses was purchased from the Marketing Systems Group, a national vendar specializing
the genation of scientific samples.
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Before the final mailing was prepared, the response rates and number of completed surveys from
each stratum were analyzed. Thesgsasaevealed that the number of completed surveys would
significantly exceed expectations, but the desired number of completed surveys from racial and
ethnic minorities would not be reached. Thus, the fourth and final mailing, which included a
replacemerpaper copy of the survey, was sent to all households in Stratum Gaen@iighnon

white blocks) who had not completed the survey by the time of the mailing. Mailed letters and
surveys were also sent to households in Stratum Two that were fltggedrbple provider as
potentially representing naite households. A $2 bill was included in the fourth mailing as a
token of appreciation intended to increase the response rate. This mailing went out in envelopes
with the WYSACOGSs mizethelikelinoodadl ther maispsecetbeing immediately
discarded due to respondent recognition.

As a result of this final effort, the targeted number of completions fremhiternouseholds was
not only reached, but exceeded with 417 completed surveys.

Response Rates and Margins of Error

A total of 1,560 surveys were obtained statewide. Of those completed surveys;thaaraone

percent) were submitted via the Wwabed version. In terms of stratum, 750 surveys were

completed from the newhite, iigh density stratum (Stratum One), including 34%vhite

respondents. The remaining 811 surveys were completed by households in Stratum Two, including
72 nonwhite respondents. For the statewide data, a survey sample of 1,560 completions yields a
marginof error of approximately +2.48 percentage points at 95 percent confidence. The above
information is presented in more detail in Table 2.

Table 2. Response-rates and margins of error for the total sample and targeted strata

Stratum One Stratom Two
Valid Address 6,500 3,500 3,000
Total Completes 1.561 750 811
Online Completes 472 184 288
Paper Completes 1.089 566 523
Total Non-White Completes 417 345 72
Valid Response Rate 25.6% 23.1% 28.3%
Non-White Ratio 26.7% 46.0% 8.9%
Margin of Error +2 48 +4.79 +2.90

Note: Stratum One includes high-density (30%+) non-white block groups, and Stratum Two includes the remainder
of Minnesota block groups
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Data Compilation and Weighting

At close of data collection, the data from the online platform were exported sticaSRdckage

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software. At the same time, the paper surveys were scanned and
verified and exported in the SPSS software. In all cases with appafeangetvalues, the paper
copies were revisited to verify the enffies.web and papebased survey files were then merged

and checked for consistency, missing data, labeling, and other potemaalityatsues.

Ideally, a sample should exactly mirror the population it represents based on key demographic
variables (g., age, race/ethnicity, sex). However, because the 2016 M&a8plezt majority

nonwhite neighborhoods, the final sample consisted disproportionately of racial and ethnic
minority respondents. That is, racial and ethnic minority groups accouatgerf@roportions of

the sample than what actually exists in the Minnesota adult population. While this
overrepresentation was by design in order to allow for a more meaningful and accurate analysis of
survey data for all racial and ethnic groups, firelstionate amount of minority respondents

could skew overall results. Certain age groups were alsmdwerderrepresented.

To correct for these imbalances, sample weights were constructed based on age, gender, stratum,
and race/ethnicity. The purge of weighting is to bring the overall sample distribution of those
demographic variables in line with the actual population distribution of Minnesota. A sample weight
is essentially an assigned value for how much each case should count in threpeerall sa
Respondents from ovegpresented groups have an assigned weight of less than one, and
respondents from undezpresented groups will have an assigned weight greater than one. Tables 3
and 4 display a breakdown of race and ethnic groups and agesatetyded in the final sample
without and with sample weights and alongside estimates from the U.S. Census American
Communi ti es Searegtiengtds $or cOmpariSon. Ubless otherwise noted, weights have
been used in all of the analyses pteden the results sections.

Table 3. Respondent race and ethnic categories based on the American Communities Survey
and the 2016 Minnesota Crime Victimization Survey (with and without survey weights)

.5, Census ACS MCVS MCVS

Race/Ethnicity Categories (5-year estimates) TUnweighted Data Weighted data
White/Caucasian (non-Hispanic) 81.71% T2.73% 81.71%
Hispanic (any race) 5.00% 412% 5.00%
Black/African American (non-Hispanic) 5.42% 10.20% 542%
Asian (non-Hispanic) 442% 8.37% 4.42%
Other or multiple race (non-Hispanic) 3.45% 4.58% 3.45%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Table 4. Respondent age categories based on the U.S. Census American Communities Survey
and the 2016 Minnesota Crime Victimization Survey (with and without survey weights)

U.S. Census ACS MCVS MCVS
Age Categories (5-vear estimates) TUnweighted Data Weighted data

Ages 18 to 24 12.21% 2.70% 12.21%

Apges 25 to 34 17.90% 13.98% 17.90%

Apges 35to 44 16.21% 14.71% 16.21%

Apges 45 to 54 18.67% 15.96% 18.67%

Apges 55 to 64 16.80% 21.04% 16.80%

Apges 65to 74 9.93% 18.93% 9.93%

Ages 75 plus 8.28% 12.66% 8.28%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Sample Description

Table 5 contains basic demographic information reported by the 1,560 respondents who completed
the survey, presented without and with sample weights. Without weighting, the respondents in this
sample weran average of 54.5 years old. This average was higher than the average age of
Minnesotans according to the 2015 ACS, which was 37.9 years old. With weighting, the average age
of this sample dropped slightly to 47.5 years of age. As for gender cadittiamhalf of the

survey respondents were female (52 percent unweighted, 51 percent weighted), a little less than half
were male (48 percent unweighted, 49 percent weighted), and very few respondents identified as
transgender or of another uncategommaedier identity (less than 1 percent, unweighted and

weighted).

Without sample weights, nearly thqearters (74 percent) of the sample respondents were
white/nonHispanic, 11 percent were black or African American, 8 percent were Asian, 4 percent
werewhite/Hispanic, 2 percent were American Indian, and the remaining 2 percent were in an
uncategorized racial or ethnic group. These estimates reflectsaengliag of minoritynajority
neighborhoods, showing a lower proportion of whitetdmpanic respndents and higher

proportions of minority groups than are actually present in Minnesota. With weighting, the racial

and ethnic breakdown of this sample more closely resembles figures estimated by the 2015 ACS: 83
percent white/nofHispanic, 6 percent bkaor African American, 4 percent Asian, 5 percent
white/Hispanic, less than 1 percent American Indian, and 2 percent of other uncategorized racial or
ethnic groups.

More than half of the sample respondents were married (52 percent unweighted, 55 percent
weighted), followed by single or never married (21 percent unweighted, 25 percent weighted),
divorced (13 percent unweighted, 10 percent weighted), widowed (9 percent unweighted, 5 percent
weighted), and unmarriedhabitating respondents (4 percent unteeigind weighted). A large

majority of the respondents identified as heterosexual or straight (93 percent unweighted, 97 percent
weighted), with smaller proportions identifying as gay or lesbian (3 percent unweighted, 1 percent
weighted), bisexual 2 perde unwei ghted, | ess than 1 percent
uncategorized sexual orientation (2 percent unweighted, 1 percent weighted).

More than twehirds of the sample respondents live in a home that they own (67 percent
unweighted, 70 percent weegl), and a large proportion have lived in the same neighborhood for
five or more years (65 percent unweighted, 58 percent weighted). Referring to the weighted
estimates, just under 60 percent of the respondents lived in threbseteMinneapokSt. Rwl
metropolitan ar€ayith the remaining 40 percent residing in greater Minnesota. On average, the

2The severwounty MinneapohSt. Paul metropolitan area includes the following counties: Anoka, Dakota, Carver,
Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington.
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respondentsd households had 2.5 persons (incl
less than one child (0.59 unweighted, 0.58 weighted).

A large majority of the respondents in this sample (73 percent total) have completed some form of
postsecondary education. Referring only to the weighted estimates, 17 percent have completed a

Table 5. Minnesota crime victimization survey respondent demographic and background
information, without (u) and with (w) sample weights (n = 1,560)

Sexual Orientation

18to24 | 3% 12% Heterosexual or straight | 93% | 97%
25t034 | 14% 18% Gay or lesbian | 3% 1%
dtoH | 13% 16% Bisexvpal | 2% | <1%
45t034 | 16% 19% Other | 2% 1%

55to64 | 21% 17% Education
fito 74| 19% 10% No High School/GED diploma | &% 2%
Ti+ | 13% 8% Has High School/GED diploma | 14% 9%
Average age | 54.5 47.5 Some post-secondary educ. | 14% | 17%
Technical'vocational degree | 13% | 11%
Male | 48% | 49% Asspciate’s degree | 9% 0%
Female | 52% 51% Bachelor's degree | 28% | 33%
Transgender or other | <1% | <1% Graduate degree | 16% | 18%

Race/Ethnicity Total Household Income
White/non-Hispanic | 74% 83% Less than $20,000 | 17% | 10%
Black/African American | 11% 6% £20,000 to $39,990 | 21% | 17%
Asjan | 8% 4% 940,000 to $30,900 | 17% | 15%
White/Hispanic | 4% 3% 260,000 to $79,999 | 14% | 13%
American Indian | 2% <1% $20.000 to 300,000 | 11%% | 14%
Other | 2% 2% $100.000 or more | 20% | 29%
Marital Status . Employment

Married | 32% 33% Emploved full-time | 32% | 64%
Single of never married | 21% | 23% Emploved part-time | 10% | 10%
Divorced | 13% 10% Unemploved and seeking | 4% 3%

Widowed | 9% 3%
Unmarried-cohabitating | 4% 4%

Home Ownership
Respondent owns home | 67% 1044 Household Size
Respondent does not own home | 33% 30%% Average total household size | 2.54 | 2.50
Neighborhood Tenure Average number of children 0-17
1 yearor less | 12% 17% MSP Metro Area Residence

MMore than 1 wr, less than 5 vrs. | 23% 23% Resides in metro area | 73% | 39%
5 yvears of more | 65% 58% Resides outside of metro area | 23% | 41%

*unweighted estimates; ** weighted estimates
Note: Mot all percentages add up to 100% due to rounding

Unemploved and not seeking [ 13% | 11%
Full-time student | 1% 1%
Other | 18% | 11%
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technical or vocational degree or certificate program, Stper¢tew | d an associ at eds
a third hold a bachelords degree (35 percent)
Referring again to the weighted estimates, more than half of the respondents in this sample reported
total household ilmenes of $60,000 per year or above. That includes 29 percent of respondents that
reported total household incomes of $100,000 per year or above. Of the remaining respondents that
had total household incomes below $60,000, 10 percent had household itoei$26,080 per

year, 17 percent reported incomes between $20,000 and under $40,000 per year, and 15 percent had
total household incomes between $40,000 and just under $60,000 per year.

Finally, turning to the employment status of the survey respondeajtejtst of the respondents

in this sample were employedtualle. Once again referring to the weighted estimates, 64 percent

of the respondents were employedtifuk, and 10 percent were employedtipagt Three percent

of the respondents were uneoyed and were seeking employment, while another 11 percent were
unemployed but were not seeking employment. Only 1 percent of respondents reported that they
were fulitime students, and the remaining 11 percent of the sample had an employment status that
did not fit into any of the above descriptions.
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Survey Resul&Crime Victimization

I n this first section of results, the respond
up to the survey are reviewed. Respondents answered quesiicsiz Bipes of property and six
types of person (violent) victimization.

Property Offense Victimization

Property offenses generally includewnolent crimes that involve the intentional destruction of

property and thefts (e.g., burglary, motor vehete larceny, vandalism). The number of property

crime arrests and reports has been declining nationally (FBI, 2017) and in Minnesota (BCA, 2017).
In Minnesota, there were 117,534 property crimes known by law enforcement in 2016, which is a
13percent dcrease compared to the more than 134,000 property crimes known by law enforcement
in 2010.

Personal Property Victimization

The first three forms of property crime victimization examined in the 2016 MCVS involve crimes of
personal property: (1) home vdisda (2) home burglary, (3) car vandalism or-boreak
Respondents who answered oOyesoO6O to each type o

Table 6. Survey respondents reporting personal property crime victimization within previous 12
months

a. Percent reporting  b. Of victims, percent <. Percent that

Survey Question at least one reporting repeat reported event to
(n=ab &) victimization event events police®
Home Vandalism 5.4% 35.2% 64.6%
(n=1,505/79)
Home Burglary 5.8% 24 1% 58.0%
(n=1,509/85)
Car Vandalism/Break-In 10.7% 25 8% 34.6%

(n=1,509/156)

Summary of Personal Property 16.0% 32.0% 47.3%
Crime Victimization
(m=12513/243)

a—Fesponzes bazed on most recent victimization event if multiple avents ccowrred n previous 12 months
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victimization occurred more than once within the previous year, and whether they reported the most
reent victimization event to the police. A breakdown of the responses is displayed in Table 6.

Approximately 5 percent of respondents reported that their homes were vandalized or intentionally
damaged at least once within the previous year, which isrardrthig 8 percent of respondents

who reported vandalism in the 2010 survey (MNSAC, 2011). Of those respondents who experienced
this type of victimization event in the 2016 MCVS, 36 percent experienced it more than once, and
just under 65 percent reportbd most recent event to the police.

Nearly 6 percent of 2016 MCVS respondents had their homes burglarized within the previous year,
compared to 4 percent of 2010 survey respondents. This observed increase in burglaries among
survey respondents is in gast to the decrease in reported burglaries observed in the Minnesota
UCR. There were just under 24,000 reported burglaries in 2010 and 18,464 reported burglaries in
2016, a 2percent decrease (BCA, 2011, 2017). Of those 2016 MCVS respondents who were
burglarized, nearly a quarter (24.1 percent) were burglarized more than once, and 58 percent
reported the most recent burglary to the police.

The results in Table 6 also reveal that just under 11 percent of respondents had their vehicles
vandalized or brokento within the previous year. Of that 11 percent of respondents, nearly 30
percent had this happen more than once within the previous year, and just over a third of those
respondents (34.6 percent) reported the most recent event to the police. Tinee30dsked

respondents about thefts from inside motor vehicles (MNSAC, 2011), and did not ask about vehicle
vandalism, making a surteysurvey comparison difficult. Six percent of the 2010 survey

respondents reported that something was stolen fromntimsidmotor vehicles. Between 2010 and
2016, thefts from vehicles decreased by 41 pe

The bottom of Table 6 provides a summary of property crime victimization at home among the
respondents to this seny; indicating that 16 percent of all 2016 MCVS respondents experienced at
least one form of victimization involving their personal property. That is compared to 14 percent of
the 2010 MCVS respondents who experienced similar forms of property victi(MRNSAC,

2011). Caution should be used when comparing the 2010 and 2016 MCVS personal property
victimization rates, given that the questions and sampling strategies were not identical. However, the
survey questions did generally cover the same formmsnaifzaition with the exception of motor

vehicle theft, which was not included in the 2016 MCVS. Thus, it is interesting to note that the
overall rate of setéported homgroperty crime victimization increased by 1.4 percent between

2010 and 2016, eveteafomitting motor vehicle theft in the more recent survey.
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Also displayed at the bottom of Table 6 is the fact that just under a third of 2016 MCVS personal
property crime victims were victimized more than once, and a little under half (47.3 percent)
reported their most recent victimization events to the police.

Table 7. Monetary losses by home-property victimization event type*
Property victimization type

Estimated monetary 1fand:iz[:;amage Home burglary Car vandalism/theft
losses (n=352) (mn=87) (n =161)
No monetary loss 15.6% 13.2% 21.5%
Less than $10 10.0% 3.8% G.8%
$10to $49 11.3% 9.1% 5.0%
$50 to 5199 17.7% 42 4% 19 4%
5200 to $499 259% 3.2% 18.1%
$500 to $599 7.9% 17.3% 10.3%
$1,000 to $1.599 1.5% 0.7% 5.3%
$2.000 or more 10.1% 10.3% 6.6%

3 —Fesponges based on most recent victimization event 1if multiple avents oceurred n previous 12 months

Monetary Losses from Personal Property Crime Victimization

Victims of home vandalism, burglary, and/or car vandalismibeealere asked to estimate their

total monetary losses from the moséng victimization event, not including losses that were

covered by insurance. The response breakdowns to thesagaljlosstions are displayed in Table

7. Approximately 16 percent of home vandalism victims did not experience any monetary loss, and
the nmodal category of loss ranged from $200 to $499 (25.9 percent of home vandalism victims). Just
over 10 percent of home vandalism victims lost $2,000 or more as a result of home vandalism.

The largest percentage of home burglary victims had losses &1880(42.4 percent of home
burglary victims), and a little more than 10 percent experienced losses of $2,000 or more. About 13
percent of burglary victims reported no monetary loss.

The most frequent response among car vandalism or theft victimsnoas&@efary loss; 21.5

percent of victims). Approximately 38 percent of car vandalism/theft victims lost anywhere from
$50 to $499 as a result of the victimization, and less than 7 percent lost $2000 or more.
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Personal Property Crime Victimization by S elect Demographic Characteristics

To assess whether or not the above forms of property victimization are more prevalent among
certain demographic groups, a series elvagenalysis of variance (ANOVA) and independent
samplestests were conducted. TRRIOVASs were conducted for demographic characteristics with
more than two categories (e.g., age and race/ethnicity), while the independehtesimpiee
conducted for demographic characteristics with only two categories (e.g., gender, seéixumgl orienta
The results of these analyses are displayed in Table 8fFamadidhart-statistic values are

displayed with each demographic category. Sigrifirediat ort-statistic values (denoted by one to
three asterisks [*] depending on the levejifisance) indicate whether or not each form of
property victimization varied significantly between groups. In other words, statistical significance

Table 8. One-way analvsis of variance and independent samples /-test results: Property crime
victimization at home by select demographic characteristics
Home

Demographic Groups Vandalism/Tamage
Age Groups
18 to 24 7.6% 7.8% 32
25t0 34 4.5% 93% 11.7
35t0 44 2.1% 3.4% 6.4
45 to 54 6.8% 8.6% 3.0
35 to 64 7.0% 2.9% 79
65 to 74 6.1% 2.4% 4.6
75+ 2.1% 2.0% 36
F-ratio 2.077* 4 Q4 7EHE 19 310%**
Gender
Male 5.2% 33% 13.0%
Female 5.6% 7ot 7.9%
[-statistic -0.29 -3 O1o%Ex 3240%%=
Race/Ethnicity
White/non-Hispanic 6.2% 4 4%, 11.4%
Black/African Amernican 2.8% 14.7% 2.4%
Asian 2.4% T 4% 13 8%
White/Hispanic =]1% 12.0%% 7.5%
American Indian 2.7% 1.8%% 2.9%
Other <1% 29.1% 6.5%
F-ratio 1.542 Q. gRwH¥ 1.842
Total Household Income
Less than $20.000 3.5% T9% 92
$£20,000 to 59,000 7.2% T 4% 12.6
$£60,000 to 599,000 4.6% 5.1% 8.5
5100000 or more 5.6% 4 6% 11.6
F-ratio 1.351 1481 1.477
Metro Area Residence
Eesides in metro area 8. 7% 8.2 11.4%;
Resides outside of metro area 3.6% 2.2% 9.6%
f-statistic -2.599%% - QIR -1.136

* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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indicates that the different demographic groups had different rates of property crime victimization.
Before reviewing the results displayed in Table 8, it is important to note that breaking out property
crime victimization rates by demographic characteristics may be superfluous, given that households
may contain other individuals from a variety of demoggphigs (e.g., ages, genders, and
races/ethnicities). Property crime victimization often affects entire households and not just
individuals. Nevertheless, all three forms of property crime victimization varied significantly by age.
Respondents ages 18 ta&dorted the highest rate of home vandalism (7.6 percent of

respondents), followed by ages 55 to 64 (7 percent), and ages 45 to 54 (6.8 percent). Respondents
ages 25 to 34 reported the highest rate of home burglary (9.3 percent), followed by ag@%45 to 54
percent), and ages 18 to 24 (7.8 percent). As for car vandalism and thefts, respondents ages 25 to 34
had by far the highest rate of victimization, with just under 12 percent reporting this type of
victimization.

ldentity Theft Victimization

The net two forms of property crime victimization included in the 2016 MCVS were (1)

unaut horized use or attempted use of the resp
debit cards, and bank accounts), and (2) the unauthorized use odattempte of t he r esp
personal identifying information. These crimes are commonly referred to as identity theft.

Table 9. Survey respondents reporting identity theft victimization within the previous 12 months
a. Percent reporting b. Of victims, <. Percent that
Survey Question at least one percent reporting  reported event to

{(m=a'b & ) victimization event repeat events police®

Fraudulent Account Access 17.7% 32.9% 10.4%
(n=1,512/256)

Misuse of Identifying Information 2.9% 33.5% 31.1%
(n=1,514/42)

FPercent of sample reporting at
least one of the above 19.1% 32.3% 12.5%

victimizalion events.

(m=1516/277)

2 — Pesponses based on most recent victimization event if multiple events ccourred n previcus 12 months

Referring to Table 9, nearly 18 percent of th
unauthorized access to their existing financ@liats within the previous 12 months. That is

compared to 9 percent of the 2010 MCVS respondents (MNSAC, 2011). Keeping in mind

di fferences in question wording and sampling

the 2014 NCVS (the most retgear for which results are available), which found that 3 percent of
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respondents experienced
misuse of an existing credit
card, 3 percent experienced

Table 10. Monetary losses from fraudulent financial account
access (n = 266)

Estimated monetary losses Percent reporting losses
misuse of an existing bank No monetary loss 73.8%
account, and 1 percent Less than $10 10%
experienced misuse of some $10 to 549 7%
other type of existing aincial _ .
account (Harrell, 2015). Eve $50to 5199 8.1%
after combining these three $200 to $499 4.5%
separate rates, the resulting 5500 to 53559 4.2%
rate would still be lower than $1.000 to 51,999 2.8%
what was found in Minnesot: $2.000 or more 7 8%

Note: Fesponses based on most recent vichmization event if multiple events
Almost a third of the 2016 occurred in previous 12 months

MCVS respondents who

experienced fraudulent

financial account accesd ki@is happen more than once within the year, and only 10 percent

reported the most recent victimization event to the police. Thus, the vast majority of these events go
unreported. Jumping to Table 10 regarding monetary loss, approximately 74 peymenderfitse

Table 11. How stolen identifying information was used or attempted to be used (n = 44)

Fraudulent Identity Use Percent Reporting
Opened new financial accounts (like bank accounts, credit cards, loans, etc) 33.8%
Opened new utility accounts (like telephone/cellular telephone, electricity, etc.) 1.5%
Obtained new government-issued forms of identification (like a driver’s license, 4.7%
passport, etc.)

Applied for government benefits 0.9%

Applied for rental housing 1.2%

Obtained or pay for medical services 4.4%

Filed fraudulent state and/or federal tax returns 21.2%

Provided false identifying information to police or criminal courts 3.6%

Applied for a job 1.4%

Another use not mentioned above 39.4%

Nate: Percentages may exceed 100% 2= respondents could identify more than one category; responses based on most racent
victimization event if multiple events occwrred In previous 12 months
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who experienced this type of victimization did not experience any monetary loss, which may explain
why this type of victimization often goes unreported.

Moving on to the misuse of identifying information, the 2016 MCVS found that 3 percent of
respondents experienced some form of attempted or actual misuse of identifying information (Table
9). This figure represents-petcent increase compared to the 2010 MCVS (MNSAC, 2011). Again,
keeping in mind differences in question wording and samplireglalegy, these rates are higher

than the less than 1 percent of 2014 NCVS respondents who reported the same (Harrell, 2015).

One third of the 2016 MCVS respondents who had their identifying information misused had this
happen more than once within tlmeyious 12 months, and just under a third reported the most
recent victimization incident to the police.

Table 12. Suspected perpetrator(s) of fraudulent crime victimization event as reported by
respondent

Fraudulent financial account Misuse of identifying

ACCess information
Perpetrator Description {(n=26T) (n =49)
A current or former spouse or 0.0% 0.0%
non-marital partner, such as a
dating partner, boyfriend, or

girlfriend

A family member other than 1.2% 3.1%
spouse

A friend, neighbor or casual 0.4% 16.4%
acquaintance

Someone at a private or n'a 0.2%

government organization that had
my personal information

A person or business that 7.9% 3.8%
provided a direct service to you

A stranger 5.4% 40.8%

Don’t know/™Mot sure 43 4% 46.1%

Note: Percentages may exceed 10050 as respondents could identify more than one category; responsez bazed on most recent
victimization event if multiple events ocowred in previous 12 months
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Table 11 displays how stolen identifying information was used, according to the respondents who
experienced this type of victimization. The modalnsspvas that identifying information was

used to open new financial accounts (e.g., bank accounts, credit cards; 33.8 percent of victims). The
second largest response category was that information was used to file fraudulent tax returns, which
accounteddr 21.2 percent of victims. Stolen identifying information was also used to open new

utility accounts (1.5 percent), obtain governisgmed identification (4.7 percent), and pay for

medical services (4.4 percent), among other uses.

The bottom of Table @isplays a summary of identity theft victimization among the 2016 MCVS
respondents. Nearly 20 percent of respondents experienced one or both of these forms of
victimization within the previous year. This figure is significantly higher than the 20 hivGVS,
estimated that 7 percent of U.S. residents age 16 or higher experienced this type of victimization
(Harrell, 2015).

About one third of the 2016 MCVS identity theft victims were victimized more than once within the
year. The vast majority of theséimizations go unreported to the police (87.5 percent). The 2014
NCVS also found that most of these victimization events (92 percent) go unreported to the police
(Harrell, 2015). These crimes may go unreported because victims do not know who thesperpetrato
are. According to the results displayed in Table 12, a large percentage of identity theft victims do not
know or are not sure who committed these crimes (43 to 46 percent).

Identity Theft Victimization by Demographic Characteristics

The ANOVA and-ted results displayed in Table 13 indicate whether or not identity theft

victimization varies by certain demographic characteristics. Starting at the top, both forms of identity
theft varied significantly by age. Respondents in the ages 45 to 54 caidgdrthespighest rate

of fraudulent account access (23.6 percent), followed closely by ages 55 to 64 (22.6 percent).
Respondents in the oldest age category had the lowest rate of fraudulent account access (7.9
percent), followed closely by responderiteigoungest age category (18 to 24; 8.4 percent). As for
misuse of identifying information, respondents ages 45 to 54 had the highest rate of victimization
(8.3 percent), while none of the respondents in the youngest category reported this form of
victimization.

Identity theft victimization did not vary significantly by gender, but both forms of identity theft did

vary by race/ethnicity. American Indian respondents reported the highest rate of fraudulent financial
account access (25.2 percent), folloleedlg by Asian respondents (24.5 percent). Black and

African American respondents reported the lowest rate of fraudulent account access (4.2 percent).
The o0otherdé category of race and ethnicity ha
(14percent), and Asian respondents had the lowest rate, with just 1 percent reporting this type of
victimization.
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Table 13. One-way amnalysis of variance and independent samples itest results: Identity theft
victimization by select demographic characteristics

Fraudulent financial Misuse of personal
Demographic Groups account access information
Age Groups
18 to 24 8.4% 0.0%
2510 34 17.5% <1%
35t0 44 17.5% 2.5%
45 to 54 23 8% 83%
55 to 64 22.6% 34%
85 to 74 17.9% 2.5%
75+ 7.9% 2.53%
F-ratio 4.958%%* 6.882%**
Gender
Male 17.1% 33%
Female 18.2% 2.6%
f-statistic -0.545 0.782
Race/Ethnicity
White/non-Hispanic 18.4% 2.6%
Black/African American 4 2% 2.2%
Asian 24 3% 1.0%
White/ Hispanic 12 6% 8.3%
American Indian 252% 1.4%
Other 14.4% 14.0%
F-ratio 3.000** 3.768%*
Total Household Income
Less than $20,000 5.9% 4.6%
$20,000 to $59,000 13 4% 2.4%
360,000 to $99,000 19.3% 1.9%
$100,000 or more 252% 4.8%
F-ratio 12.035%%# 2.581*%
Metro Area Residence
Resides in metro area 18.2% 4.6%
Resides outside of metro area 16.9% =1%
I-statistic -0.683 -4 GR2*=*

* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Identity theft also varied significantly by household income, with rates of victimization increasing
along with income. Respondents in thiedsigincome bracket ($100,000 or more) had the highest

rate of fraudulent account access (25.2 percent), while respondents in the lowest income bracket
(less than $20,000/year) had the lowest rate of victimization (5.9 percent). As for misuse of
identifyirg information, respondents in the highest and lowest income brackets reported the highest
rates of victimization (4.8 and 4.6 percent, respectively). Finally, fraudulent account access did not
vary significantly by region, but misuse of identifying infomaid. Approximately 5 percent of
metropolitan area residents reported this type of victimization, compared to less than 1 percent of
residents outside of the metropolitan area.
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Financial Scams

The last form of property crime victimization measuribe 2016 MCVS included common

financial scams, whereby victims are duped into giving money to fraudsters under false pretenses.
The full list of scams and survey results are displayed in Table 14. While the prevalence of all of
these scams is low amongragepondents to this survey, the most common type of scam

victimization in this sample is paying for services not received (2.2 percent of respondents), followed
closely by paying for products not received (1.8 percent of respondents). The otherdive forms
scams were reported by less than 1 percent of respondents, and these included: making advanced
payments for counterfeit or fraudulent checks
to a phony charitable organization, cause, or fundedfsin@0.6 percent); investing money into a

phony or fraudulent investment fund (0.5 percent); paying money to enter a phony or fraudulent
lottery, sweepstakes, or raffle (0.3 percent); and giving money to a phony romantic interest that the
respondent ner met in person (no respondents).

Of those respondents who were victimized by the above listed scams, about 7 percent reported the
scam(s) to the police.

Table 14. Percent of respondents reporting victimization by financial scams (n =1,526)

Percent reporting
victimization

Eespondent was misled into paying for services that were never
completed and/or never planned to be completed

Respondent was intentionally misled into paying for products that were 1.8%
never sent and/or never received

Eespondent made advanced payments for counterfett or fraudulent 0.1%
checks or cashier’s checks

Fespondent contributed money to a phony charitable organization, 0.6%
cause, or fundraising effort

Respondent invested money in a phony or fraudulent investment fund 0.5%

Fespondent paid to enter a phony or fraudulent lottery, sweepstakes, or 0.3%
raffle

Fespondent gave money to a phony romantic interest that vou never 0.0%

met in person

Percent who reported any of the above scam victimization events to 6.9%
police (n = 66)
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Person Offense Victimization

Person offenses are crimes that involve actual or threatesreekyiarce, fear, and/or

intimidation. These offenses are among the most serious forms of victimization, and generally
account for a smaller proportion of all offenses. Between 2010 and 2016, the number of reported
serious violent offenses increased ft@y661 to 13,407, which is a neapgréent increase (BCA,

2011; 2017). It is important to note that the 2016 figure includes human trafficking offenses and the
2010 figure does not. However, human trafficking offenses do not account for most ofédkat inc

Because of the low prevalence of person offense victimizations in this sample, results are not broken
down by demographic characteristics.

Stalking

Stalking is a difficult crime to measure via survey, because it involves behaviors thatron their ow
may not be illegal and can be perceived ahmatening, but when committed multiple times as

part of a pattern by the same person, can be threatening and dangerous for victims. According to the
Bureau of Justi ce St aoursentcondustdirestead atla kpecifigpersos  d e f
t hat would cause a reasonable person to feel
victimization, a measure similar to the one used in the NCVS Supplemental Victimization Survey
(SVS)wasusedRpondents were first asked whether or
angereddé them by engaging in individual behav
These behaviors include unwanted and unsolicited phone calls, written commanit atimtos.

The full list of questions along with the results of these questions are displayed in Table 15.
Respondents who answered affirmatively to any of these questions were then asked if one person
committed more than one of the stalking behawiodsywhether the same person committed any of

the stalking behaviors on more than one occasion. Answering yes to one or both of these questions
indicates a pattern of behavior that is consistent with stalking victimization.

The receipt of unsolicited anwianted written communication (e.g., lettergiks, and contact by

social media) was the most commonly reported stadkited activity, with 18 percent of

respondents reporting this activity. Unsolicited written communication was followed lof receipt
unwanted phone calls (15.1 percent of respondents) and unwanted photos (6.3 percent of
respondents). Approximately 4 percent of respondents reported that someone posted information
about them or spread rumors via the internet or other methods, aitar goiportion of

respondents were approached at places where the other person had no reason to be.
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Table 15. Percent of respondents reporting victimization by stalking behaviors (n = 1,523)
“In the past 12 months, has anyone frishtened, concerned, or Percent reporting
angered you in any of the following ways?” victimization
Made unwanted phone calls to vou (mncluding hang-up calls) or left
VOICE messages

Sent you unsolicited and unwanted letters, e-mails, text messages, 17.6%
instant messages, messages through websites like Facebook, Twitter, or
other forms of wnitten communication

Sent you unsolicited and unwanted photos via regular mail, e-mail, text 6.3%
message. or through websites like Facebook, Twitter, or other forms of

communication
Secretly watched or followed you from a distance, or spied on you with 2.2%

a listening device, camera_ or global positioning system (GPS) device

Showed up or approached you at places, such as your home, school, 3.6%
workplace, or recreation place, even though he or she had no reason to
be there and/or was not invited

Left you cards, letters. flowers_ or presents that he or she knew vou 0.6%
didn’t want
Posted information or spread rumors about you on the Internet, ina 3.8%

public place, or by word-of-mouth

Distributed harmful or sexually explicit photos/videos of you on the 0.4%
Internet or in other public places without yvour permission

Threatened to harm your cat, dog, or other pet 1.5%

New to this iteration of the survey, respondents were asked whether someone disseminated sexually
explicit photos of the respondent in a public forim,(the Internet, public places) without the
respondentds consent. This behavior is common
enacted a | aw that makes it a felony to distr
permissiongjning a growing number of other states that have created laws targeting revenge porn.
Less than 1 percent of 2016 MCVS respondents (n = 7) indicated that they had been victims of
revenge porn within the previous year.
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Table 16. Percent of stalking victims reporting patterned behavior by one perpetrator and whether
or not perpetrator was a current or former romantic partner (n = 384)

Percent reporting
a. The same person committed more than one of the stalking 21.0%
victimization activities

b. The same person committed one or more of the stalking 34.5%
activities on more than one occasion

Respondent answered affirmative to item a and/or b — indicating 38.3%
patterned stalking behavior by one individual

Individual committing patterned stalking behaviors could be 61.3%
identified as a current ar former romantic pariner® (n =147)

a— A romantic partner could be defined as a current or former spouse, significant other, ar other non-marital parmer, such az a
dating parmer (including a first date), boyfriend, or girlfriend

The results displayed in Tablenticate whether or not the individual activities reported above fall

into a pattern indicative of stalking. About 25 percent of the total sample (n = 384) experienced at
least one stalkirrglated activity within the previous year. Of those respondetdaspf38.3

percent indicated that the same person committed more than one of these activities and/or the same
person committed at least one of these activities on more than one occasion.

About 10 percent of the entire sample were victims of patstafiendg behaviors within the
previous year. A majority of these stalking victims (61.3 percent) reported that the person
committing these acts was a current or former romantic partner.

The current survey established whether or not the stalking bdbhwiticsa specific pattern,
while the previous survey did not. Moreover, some of the individual items are different from
previous Minnesota surveys and national surveys. This;ygearand Minneseta-national

Table 17. Survey respondents reporting intimate partner violence within the previous 12 months
a. Percent reporting at  b. Of victims, percent <. Percent that

Victimization Type least one victimization reporting repeat reported event to
(n=a'b & c) events police®
Domestic Violence
Victimization 1.5% 97.3% 80.3%
(n=1,494/22)

2 - Based on most recent victimization event if multiple events occwrred in previous 12 months
b- Mo respondents answered this question
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comparisons are tenuous. However, talibpercent of 2010 MCVS respondents reported that they

had experienced at least one form of stal&lated behavior, a slightly higher rate than the current
yeards survey (MNSAC, 2011). Both theancurrent
results from the most recent NCVS SVS stalking questionnaire, which are now more than 10 years
old (Catalano, 2012). In 2006, the NCVS found that 1.5 percent of U.S. adults were victims of
stalking.

Intimate Partner Violence

Table_ 17 displays the I’I(ESKDT the Figure la. Respondent sought medical attention
question and followp questions for most recent domestic violence victimization
measuring intimate partner violenc: within previous 12 months (n = 22)

One and a half percent of
respondents (n = 22) reported that
current or former intimate partner
physically assaulted them within th
previous year. This rate is higher tr
the kpercent rate reported in the
2010 survey (MNSAC, 2011). This ;;;
rate is also greater than the less th

1 percent of 2015 NCVS responde
who reported intimate partner
violence (Truman and Morgan, 2016).

Nearly all of the 2016 MCVS domestir
violencevictims (97.3 percent) Figure 1b. One or more children age 0 to 17
reported that they were victimized _ _wi_tne%sed ﬂElDS_‘t Iecen_t domestic violence
. victimization within previous 12 months (n = 22)
more than once. A large majority of
respondents victimized by intimate
partner violence reported the most
recent instance of violence to the
police (80.5 percent). Seven perceni
these victims sght medical attention
for the most recent instance of
violence (Figure 1a) and a little more
than 70 percent of these victims
reported that minor children witnessed
the most recent violent episode (Figure 1b).
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Sexual Violence Victimization

Respondents we asked about sexual violence victimization that did and did not involve

penetration, and the results of these survey questions are displayed in Table 18. A little more than 1
percent of survey respondents reported that they were sexually assaulieenathretion within

the previous year, which is about the same rate found in the 2010 MCVS (MNSAC, 2011). Three
guarters of the 2016 victims reported that this happened more than once. Less than 10 percent of
these sexual assault victims reported therevaestt instance of sexual violence to the police.

According to the results displayed in Table 19, most of these assaults were perpetrated by a current
or former intimate partner (66.3 percent). A little more than 1 percent (1.2 percent) of these assaults
were committed by a friend or casual acquaintance and less than 1 percent (0.4 percent) were
committed by a stranger.

Table 18. Survey respondents reporting sexual assault victimization (without and with penetration)
within the previous 12 months

a. Percent reporiing b. Of victims, c. Percent that
Survey Question at least one percent reporting reporied event to
(n=ab & c) victimization event repeat events police®
Sexual Assault without Penetration 1.3% 75.5% 9.5%
(n=1,504/19)
Sexual Assault with Penetration 0.1% 100.0% -7

(n=1,506/2)

2 - Based on most recent victimization event if multiple events ocowrred in previous 12 months
b- Mo respondents answered this question

Sexual violence that included penetration was less prevalent in this sample. Two survey respondents
(0.1 percent) reported that they veepaually assaulted with penetration within the previous year,

and both respondents experienced this more than once within that time. Neither of these
respondents answered folop/questions asking if they reported this violence to the police or if

they lnow who committed these acts.

The rate of rape in the current survey is slightly lower than what was reported in the 2010 MCVS,
which was 0.3 percent (MNSAC, 2011). However, it is important to note that the 2010 survey
included attempted rape, while thieent survey did not. According to official Minnesota statistics,
between 2010 and 2016, the number of reported and known rapes increased by 4 percent (BCA,
2011; 2017).

The NCVS reports rape and sexual assault in one combined estimate. The 2015 @MS fou

about 0.2 percent of respondents were the victims of sexual assault and/or rape within the previous
year. A majority of those victimization events consisted of attempted or threatened rape or other
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forms of sexual assault that did not involve piwet. About 1.4 percent of 2016 MCVS

respondents reported a sexual assault without penetration and/or with penetration. Notably, the
Minnesota rate is higher than the national rate; however, caution should be used when comparing
theseestimates givenfidirences in methodology betwésntwo surveys.

Table 19. Suspected perpetrator of most recent sexual assault without penetration victimization
event as reported by respondent (n = 19)

Perpetrator Description Percent reporting
A current or former spouse, significant other, or non-marital partner such as 66.3%
a dating partner (including first date), boyfriend, or girlfriend
A family member other than spouse 0.0%
A friend or casual acquaintance 1.2%
A stranger 0.4%
Don’t know or not sure 0.0%

Non-Sexual Violence Victimization

The 2016 MCVS measured two forms ofsexual violence: robbery and assault. Robbery is

defined as taking money or property from someone using fear, intimidatiorfoecel/amlike

burglary, robbery involves direct contact between the victim and perpetrator. Between 2010 and
2016, the number of reported or known robberies increased by 11 percent, from 3,363 robberies in
2010 to 3,725 in 2016 (BCA, 2011; 2017). Les$ gacent of respondents (0.3 percent) to the

2016 MCVS reported that someone (other than a current or former intimate partner) took

Table 20. Survey respondents reporting robbery and assault victimization within the previous 12
months

a. Percent reporting b. Of victims, percent <. Percent that

Survey Question at least one reporting repeat reported event to

{(n=a/b &) victimization event events police®
Robbery

(n=1,501/4) 0.3% 89.8% 94.6%
Assault

Not including domestic violence 0.5% 58.0% 35.0%
(n= 1,504/8)
Percent of sample reporting at

least one of the above 0.8% 69.0% 56.5%
victimization events.
(n=1506/12)

2 —Pesponses based on most recent victimization event if multiple events oconrred m previeus 12 months
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something directly from them using force or violence within the previous year (Table 20). This rate
is the same as whaasvfound in the 2010 MCVS (MNSAC, 2011). A large majority of the 2016
MCVS robbery victims (89.8 percent) indicated that they were robbed more than once within the
year, and most of these victims (94.6 percent) reported the most recent robbery theident to

police.

The present survey defines assault as physically harming another person with or without the use of a
weaponnot includidgmestic violence (assault by a current or former intimate partner). The UCR

has two categories of assault: aggravssadlteand other assault. Aggravated assault is the felony

level of assault, involving serious injury to the victim and/or the use of a weapon. Other, or simple,
assault is the less serious form of assault. Between 2010 and 2016, the number okrepened or
aggravated assaults in Minnesota stayed about the same, increasing by less than 1 percent, while the
number of simple assaults decreased by 8 percent. The MCVS is unable to distinguish between
simple and aggravated assaults experienced by respondents

The 2016 MCVS found that less than 1 percent (0.5 percent) of respondents were physically
attacked by someone other than a current or former intimate partner within the previous year (Table
20). The 2016 MCVS asked respondents about assault whioutrthvt use of a weapon within a

single question, while the 2010 survey asked two separate questions. The 2010 MCVS found that 1

Table 21. Suspected perpetrator(s) of violent victimization event as reported by respondent

Robbery Victimization Assault Victimization
Perpetrator Description (n=15) m=8)
A family member other than T7.7% 21.3%
spouse
A friend, neighbor or casual 79.6% 11.5%
acquaintance
A co-worker, colleague, or 0.0% 1.2%5
supervisor
A customer, client, or patient 0.0% 44 4%
A stranger 17.3% 13.0%
Other 23% 2.1%
Don’t know/Not sure 1.2% 2.5%

Note: Percentages may exceed 1007, as respondents could identify more than one category; bazed on most recent victimization
event if multiple events ccowrred in previous 12 months
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percent of respondents were assaulted without the use of a weapon, and 0.2 percent were assaulted
with the use of a weapon (8NC, 2011).

More than half of 2016 assault victims (58 percent) were assaulted more than once within the year,
and a little more than a third (35 percent) reported the most recent assault to the police.

In total, 0.8 percent of the total sample expedeaicleast one robbery and/or assault within the
previous year, and just under 70 percent of these victims experienced at least one of these forms of
violence more than once (Table 20). A majority (56.5 percent) of the most recent acts of violence
were rported to the police.

Based on the results displayed in Table 21,-efténder relationships differ between robberies

and assaults. A large majority of robbery victims reported that the suspected perpetrator was a
family member (other than a spous&;, fgércent) or a friend, neighbor or casual acquaintance (79.6
percent). The modal victinffender relationship for assault victims was a customer, client, or
patient (44.4 percent), followed by a family member other than a spouse (21.3 percent), and a
stranger (13 percent).

A Summary of 2016 MCVS Victimization and Responses to Victimization

Referring to Table 22, about 37 percent of th
form of victimization, compared to 35 percent of 2010 MCVS resm(dBISAC, 2011). Of the

2016 respondents who were victimized, 38.3 percent were victimized more than once, and about 30
percent reported their most recent victimization to the police. Property offense victimization is the

Table 22. Summary of Victimization Tvpes from the 2016 Minnesota Crime Victimization Survey
(n = 1,560) (n = 1,560)

a. Percent reporting b. Of victims, c. Percent that
Victimization Types at least one percent reporting reporied event to

(n=ab & c) victimization event repeat events police®

Property Offense Victimization 33.1% 34.0% 28.7%
(n=1527/458)

Person Offense Victimization 10.2% 79.1% 67.2%
(n=1527/38)

Any Offense Victimization 37.2% 38.3% 25.9%

(n=1527/465)
2 — Responses based on most recent victimization event if multiple events ocourred in previous 12 months
b — No respondents answered thiz question
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Table 23. Characteristics of respondents reporting any
form of victimization (n = 1,527)

Percent Reporting
Any Form of
Victimization
Age Groups
18 to 24 47 8%
2510 34 33.3%
33to 44 30.8%
45 to 54 43 8%
55 to 64 41.5%
63 to0 74 36.1%
75+ 22.0%
F-ratio T.OgREH*
Gender
Male 37.5%
Female 36.5%
t-statistic 0429
Race/Ethnicity
White/non-Hispanic 37.5%
Black/African American 34.6%
Asian 39.0%
White/Hispanic 25 6%
Amernican Indian 49.9%;
Other 57.0%
F-ratio 2.149
Neighborhood Tenure
1 year or less 37.9%
More than 1 vr__ less than 5 yrs. 41 8%
3 years or more 35.3%
F-ratio 1.123
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual or straight 374%
Gay, leshian, bisexual or other 31.5%
-statistic 0.834
Total Household Income
Less than $20,000 22.4%
$20.000 to $59,000 37.5%
260,000 to $99.000 35.6%
$100,000 or more 45.0%
F-ratio B2QTHH*
Metro Area Residence
Resides in metro area 41.4%
Resides outside of metro area 31.0%
I-statistic -4 136G%%*

*p<0.05; ** p<001; **=*p<0.001
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most common type of victimizatio
reported in this survey. Consistent
with this finding, property offenses
account for most of the offenses
included in the UCR. While

property offense victimization is
more common, person offenses are
more likely to be repeated and more
likely to be repoed to the police
compared to property offenses.

To assess whether or not general
rates of victimization were more
prevalent among certain
demographic groups, a series of
ANOVA and independent samples
t-tests were conducted. The results,
displayed in TabR3 reveal that

the risk of victimization varies
significantly by age, household
income, and geographic location.
The youngest age group in this
survey (ages 19 to 24) reported the
highest rate of victimization (47.8
percent), as did the highest income
group ($100,000 per year or more;
45 percent) and respondents
residing in the Minneape$s. Paul
metropolitan area (41.4 percent).
Rates of overall victimizatidid not
vary significantly by gender,
race/ethnicity, neighborhood
tenure, or sexual orientet

Responses to Victimization

A series of questions were asked of
survey respondents who reported at
least one form of victimization in

34



Figure 2. Respondent received treatment for
a mental or emotional health condition
related to a victimization event(s) reported in

survey (n = 499)
Yes
3.6%
No
96.4%

Figure 3. If victim did seek victim services,
were services recerved? (n=29)
Not sure/still
trying
8%

Partially
530

any part of the survey. Most of these
guestions pertained to actions taken by the
respondents as a result of thémization
event(s).

As displayed in Figure 2, a small percentage
of the victims in this survey (3.6 percent)
received treatment for a mental or

emotional health condition related to the
victimization event(s) reported in this
survey. Six percent of tietim:

respondents sought some form of victim
assistance, including a temporary shelter,
counseling services, or financial assistance
(Figure 3a). Of those victims who sought
services, 84 percent received services either
fully or partially (Figure 3b). Mipercent

of those victims did not receive the

services they sought, and 8 percent were
either unsure or were still trying to receive
services.

Of the 94 percent of victinespondents

who did not try to obtain victim services, a
majority (75.4 percentpdiot seek

services because they did not think they
needed any services (Table 24). Among the
other reasons victimized respondents did
not seek services, about 3 percent did not
know about any services that might be

available, and 2.8 percent had a padrexperience with a victim assistance program. Less than 1

percent of victims did not seek services because they received services from elsewhere (0.6 percent),

and a similar percentage did not have a way to call in or access services via th peeraat)(0.

A little less than 6 percent of victims did not seek victim services for some other reason not listed in

the question.

Respondents who experienced any form of victimization covered in this survey were asked whether

they think they were targétier victimization because of a personal characteristic, including gender,
race, age, national origin, a disability (mental, physical, sensory), sexual orientation or gender
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expression, or religion. The full list of characteristics and survey rdgitd arelable 25. A

majority of the victinnespondents (55 percent) did not think their victimization was motivated by

any of these characteristics. Besides o0none o
responses i ncl uaded5.8pareent) race (3.8 pectent), andl age (L. 8 percent).

Table 24. Reasons why victims did not seek services from victim assistance programs (n = 446)

Reasons for not seeling services Percent reporiing

Respondent did not need any services 75.4%

Respondent did not know about services that might be available 33%

Respondent had a prior bad experience with victim assistance programs 2.8%

Respondent received services elsewhere 0.6%

Respondent did not have a way to call in or access victim services on 0.5%
the mtemet

Other reason not listed above 5.6%

Table 25. Victims® perceptions of perpetrator
motivation (n = 499)
“Do you believe the incident(s) was

motivated by bias/prejudice

related to your...”

Gender 5.8%

Race 3.3%

Age 1.8%

National origin 0.7%
Mental disability 0.7%
Physical disability 0.7%
Sexual orientation 0.5%
Gender expression 0.1%
Religion 0.3%

Sensory disability < 1%
None of the above 55.0%
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Survey ResultPerceptions of Neighborhood Safety and Police
Effectiveness

Despite slight increases in recent years, the rate of violent crime has fallen sharply nationally and in
Minnesota since its peak in the 1990s (BCA, 2017; FBI, 2017). In fact, serious crime in Minnesota is
the lowest it has been in 50 years, according to the most recent UCR (Mannix and Sihner, 2017).
The publicbds percepti on alivayxfollowsteactwincdme sates. et y
Since the early 2000s, a majority of surveyed Americans have reported that crime is worse in the
current year than the year before (Gallup, 2016). With few exceptions, crime has generally fallen in
each subsequent yegimilarly, a 2016 Pew Research Center Survey found that 57 percent of
surveyed registered voters thought that crime was worse in 2016 compared to 2008, when in fact
rates of property and violent crime are significantly down between those years @axbmiRdw
Research Center, 2016a).

Even though Americans generally seem to think that crime is a worsening problem, they still have
confidence in the police. A 2016 Pew Research Center poll found that more than three quarters of
surveyed Americans (7fpeent ) ei ther had o0a | otdé or oO0somebd
departments (Pew Research Center, 2016b).

Table 26. Response breakdowns for perceptions of neichborhood safety and police effectiveness
(n=1,526)

Responses
Strongly Strongly
Neighborhood Safety Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree
I feel zafe in my neighborhood. 1% 4% 7% 48% 41%
I feel safe walling arcund in my neighborhood at night 4% 9% 19% 40% 28%
Fear of crime prevents me from doing what I would like 3% 7% 10% 40% 41%

to do in my neighborhood. [Reverse-Coded [

Police Effectiveness
I think my local police department is effective at 3% 6% 30% 47% 13%
contrelling crime in my neighborhood.
I think my local police department iz effective at 3% 3% 26% 47% 21%
responding to calls for police help in my neighborhood.

Police Presence
I often obzerve police patrolling my neighborhood 16% 27% 24% 28% 5%

a - Flesponses to this statement were recoded so that disagree statements equal agree statements and vice versa;
coding of neutral statements remained the same.

30Serious crimed refers to UGaB: crtmamal homicidecrape, nobbery, aggraviatedh i n c
assault, burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, arson, and human trafficking (sex and labor).
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To assess perceptions of neighborhood safety, crime, and police effectiveness in Minnesota,
respondents to the survey were asked to agreagyedisiith a series of six statements: Three
statements concerned feelings of neighborhood safety and perceptions of crime, two statements
pertained to perceptions of police effectiveness, and one statement measured how often
respondents observed polic&qlang in their neighborhoods over the previous year. These
statements and the corresponding response patterns are displayed in Table 26.

Large majorities of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the provided statements,
indicating that respoedts generally felt safe in their neighborhoods over the previous year, and

they felt that police were effective at controlling and responding to crime in their neighborhoods

over the same period of time. For example, 89 percent of respondents agoeetyageed

with the statement, ol feel safe in my neighb
think that fear of crime prevented them from doing what they would like to do in their

neighborhoods. Sixgight percent of respondentsageed st rongly agreed with
think my local police department is effective at responding to calls for police help in my

nei ghborhood. 6

The response pattern for whether or not respondents observed police patrolling their
neighborhoodswasmaree x ed. Based on o0strongly disagreebo
proportion of respondents indicated that thidynobbserve police patrolling in their

neighborhoods (43 percent). That is compared to the 33 percent of responcidthedrve

police patrols (based on O0strongl yourpgeerea&o and
respondents provided a neutral response to this statement.

These results are consistent with the 2010 MCVS, which found that 93 percent of respondents
alway®r almost always felt safe in their neighborhoods (MNSAC, 2011). Only 9 percent of the
2010 survey respondents reported that crime is always or almost always a problem in their
neighborhoods. Different survey questions were used to gauge perceptigimsorhaed safety

between the 2010 and 2016 MCVS, but the overall response patterns from both survey years
indicate that Minnesotans generally and consistently feel safe and are not usually fearful of crime in
their neighborhoods. As for police effectivermsout 80 percent of respondents to the 2010

MCVS thought that police were readily available when respondents needed them, and 78 percent
thought that just the right amount of police patrols were observed in their neighborhoods. Again,
while it is diffialt to make precise ydaryear comparisons given that different questions were used
between the 2010 and 2016 MCVS, it appears that a consistent majority of Minnesota residents have
favorable attitudes toward the police.
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The Relationship between Percepdns of Neighborhood Safety and Attitudes toward

Police

To assess whether or not feelings of neighborhood safety and police effectiveness are associated,
simple bivariate correlation analyses between each of the six neighborhood safety and police
effectivmess statements were conducted. The purpose of these analyses is to find whether or not
these measures are associated. That is, as perceptions of neighborhood safety increase, do
perceptions of police effectiveness also increase (a positive assoclattbry atecrease (a
negative association)? The results displayed
which indicate the strength and direction of these relationships. Generally, correlation coefficients
between absolute values 00@Ad 0.39 indicate weak correlations, 0.40 to 0.59 indicate moderate
correlations, and 0.60 to 1.00 indicate strong correlations. Associations above zero indicate positive
correlations and associations below zero indicate negative correlations.

As expedd, correlations between the statements reflecting neighborhood safety were positive,
moderate to strong in size, and statistically significant (ranging from 0.43 tp ©.0®Ml). For

exampl e, the correlati on eelefdafcd einnt nrbye t meeiegnh k
feel safe wal king ar ound pm@00Y),endicatingpaostranggod at n
positive relationship. In other words, respondents who indicated that they felt safe in their
neighborhoods were also likelyndicate that they felt safe walking around their neighborhoods at

night.

Next, turning to the correlation between the two police effectiveness statements displayed in Table
27 (items 4 and 5), the correlation was positive, strong, and statistiieintsigs expected (r =
0.71p<0.001). That is, respondents who indicated that their local police departments were
effective at controlling crime were also likely to indicate that their local police departments were
effective at responding to catisfielp.

The correlations between responses to the neighborhood safety and police effectiveness statements
were mostly weak in size, but all positive an
from 0.14 to 0.44, with all but one coedfitunder 0.39& 0.001 for all). Generally, these

correlations indicate that respondents who felt safe in their neighborhoods were also somewhat
likely to give a favorable rating to their local police departments.
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Table 27. Pearson’s r correlation coefficients between neighborhood safety and perceptions of
police measures (n = 1,524)
Measures 1 2 3 4

1.1 feel safe in my neighborhood. 1.00

ny

2. I feel szafe walking around in my neighborhood at  0.753%%=  1.00

night.

3. Fear of crime prevents me from doing what I would 0Q.30%*% [ 43%#= 1.00

like to do in my neighborhood. [Reverse-Coded]"

4. 1 think my local police department iz effective at 0.44%%% (. 35%%= 0.1g==x 100

controlling erime in my neighborhood.

3. 1 think my local police department is effective at (.32%%% [ 2g+*=* 014+ Q.71%+=  1.00
responding to calls for police help in my neighborhood.

6.1 often obzerve police patrolling my neighborhood. 0.01 -0.01 -0 12%x*  Q33%kE [ Q5EEE

g

p=0.001
a. Besponses to this statement were recoded so that disagree statements equal agree statements and vice versa;
coding of neutral statements remained the same.

The correlation coefficients betweeh e st at ement o0l often observe
nei ghborhoodo6 and the other five statements a
displayed in the bottom line of Table 27. Overall, these relationships are weak in size and some are
nonggnificant. The correlations between observing police patrols and reporting feeling safe in the
neighborhood and feeling safe walking around at night are close to zero {Q.Q1, aespectively;

p> 0.05 for both). Thus, observing police patrols alitds of neighborhood safety do not follow

a consistent pattern, and may be unrelated. The relationship between observing patrols and whether
or not crime prevents respondents from doing what they want in their neighborhoods is negative

and weak in sizbut significant (r =0.12p< 0.001). This correlation suggests that an increase in

police presence makes people slightly less comfortable doing what they would like to do in their
neighborhoods. That is not to say that police patrols have a direcompaitent behaviors; an

increase in police patrols may be indicative of more neighborhood crime, which in turn could

prevent neighborhood residents from doing what they would like to do in their neighborhoods.

The correlation coefficients between oliisg police patrols and the two statements on police
effectiveness are both positive, ranging in size from 0.25 to 0.33, and statistically gignificant (

0.001). These results suggest that as neighborhood residents observed more police pagols, they wer
also somewhat more likely to perceive their local police as effective and responsive.

Perceptions of Neighborhood Safety and Police Effectiveness by Select
Demographic Characteristics

A factor analysis of individual response patterns to these sixntatevealed that the three
neighborhood safety and two police effectiveness statements loaded strongly on two separate

THE 2016 MINNESOTA ®IME VICTIMIZATION BRVEYd SEPTEMBERO17 40



dimension$That is to say that three neighborhood safety and two police effectiveness statements
follow a consistent theme that représ an underlying variable for each set of statements.
Observations of police patrols did not load well on either dimension. Based on this factor analysis,
as well as the moderate to strong correlations displayed in Table 27, two separate sumsative indice
were created: (1) average perceptions of neighborhood safety, and (2) average perceptions of police
effectiveness.

With these two variables created, a series of ANOVA and independent-$astplesre

conducted to examine whether or not the averagss sm these two indices varied significantly by
different demographic characteristics. The results of these analyses are displayed in Table 28.
SignificanE-ratio ort-statistic values indicate that the average scores varied significantly between
groups In other words, statistical significance indicates that the different demographic groups being
tested likely have different average index scores.

Starting at the top of Table 28, overall sample averages for each of the two measures are displayed.
On anindex that ranged from 3 to 15, with lower scores indicating lower levels of neighborhood
safety, the average respondent score on the neighborhood safety index was 12.11. On an index
ranging from 2 to 10, with lower values indicating lower perceptiotis@gffectiveness, the

average respondent score was 7.40. Given that both of these average scores tilted toward the higher
end of each index, the conclusion is that respondents generally felt safe in their neighborhoods and
perceived their local policeedfective.

Turning to average scores among age groups, feelings of neighborhood safety and perceptions of
police effectiveness varied significantly by age. The youngest (ages 18 to 24) and oldest (age 75 and
above) respondents to the survey both haddest average neighborhood safety scores (11.79

and 11.77, respectively). Respondents ages 45 to 54 had the highest average rating of neighborhood
safety (12.37). Perceptions of police effectiveness also varied significantly by age. As age increases,
repondents increasingly rate their local police as effective. The youngest age category reported the
lowest average score (6.82), and the oldest age category reported the highest average score (7.96).

Males and females differed significantly on perceptinagihborhood safety, but not for
perceptions of police effectiveness. On average, male respondents reported feeling safer in their
neighborhoods than females (12.51 and 11.77, respectively).

4 Neighborhood safety eigen value = 2.68, with factor loadings ranging from 0.60 to 0.83; police efigetivealess
= 1.50, with factor loadings ranging from 0.56 to 0.66.
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Table 28. Ome-way analvsis of variance and independent samples r-test resulis: Average
neighborhood safety and perceptions of police effectiveness scores by select demographic

characteristics

Demographic Groups

Average Neigchborhood

Safety Score

Average Police
Effectiveness Score

Weighted Sample Average 12.11 740
Age Groups
18 to 24 11.79 6.82
2510 34 1234 745
35t0 44 12.13 734
45 to 54 1237 742
35to 64 1199 137
85 to 74 1232 173
T5+ 11.77 196
F-ratio 2.10* 734%==
Gender
Male 1251 744
Female 11.77 137
f-statistic 5 03=== 0.83
Race/Ethnicity
White/non-Hispanic 1224 746
Black/African American 11.04 1.16
Asian 11.90 1.53
White/Hispanic 11.69 677
American Indian 946 137
Other 12.57 668
F-ratio Y 3.61**
Neighborhood Tenure
1 vear or less 11.95 7.14
More than 1 vr., less than 5 vrs. 11.33 1.36
5 years of more 1226 1.50
F-ratio 4 74w g.QQ===
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual or straight 12.20 741
Gay, lesbian, bisexual or other 10.84 6.84
f-statistic J 04=== 238®
Total Household Income
Less than $20.000 1143 127
£20,000 to $30,000 11.66 7.50
880,000 to $90_000 1226 735
£100,000 or more 1220 7.50
F-ratio 21 1g*** 220
Metro Area Residence
Resides in metro area 11.36 7.31
Resides outside of metro area 12,40 1.54
f-statistic 4 QQ=== 2.67%

* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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Both neighborhood safety and police effectiveness saneelssignificantly across racial/ethnic

groups. White/norHispanic respondents had the highest average neighborhood safety scores
(12.24), while American Indian respondents had the lowest average scores (9.46). As for police
effectiveness, Asian respeni$ had the most favorable attitudes toward their local police (7.53),
followed closely by White/nddi s pani ¢ respondents (7.46). The
racial/ethnic group had the lowest average rating of police effectiveness (6.68), followsgd closely
white/Hispanic respondents (6.77).

Neighborhood safety and police effectiveness ratings also varied significantly by length of
neighborhood residency and sexual orientation. Respondents who have had the longest tenures in
their neighborhoods (five oone years) felt the safest (12.26) and reported the highest average

rating of police effectiveness (7.59) compared to residents with shorter tenures. Compared to gay,
lesbian, and bisexual respondents, respondents wtergdled as heterosexual oaigfint

reported higher average ratings of neighborhood safety (12.20 compared to 10.84) and higher ratings
of police effectiveness (7.41 compared to 6.84).

Higherincome respondents reported higher average ratings of neighborhood safety compared to
lowerincome residents, and these differences were statistically significant. Respondents who had
total household incomes of $100,000 or more in 2015 had the highest average neighborhood safety
score (12.80) followed by respondents in the $60,000 to 99,00ackateg12.26). Respondents

who had total household incomes of less than $20,000 in 2015 had the lowest average neighborhood
safety score (11.43). Perceptions of police effectiveness did not vary significantly by household
income.

Respondents living ihe MinneapoliSt. Paul metropolitan area are compared to respondents from
greater Minnesota on the bottom of Table 28. Residents from outside of the metro area had higher
average ratings of neighborhood safety (12.49) and police effectiveness (drbd)todhmgar

metroarea counterparts (11.86 and 7.31, respectively), and these differences were statistically
significant.
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Survey ResultfRespondent Interactions with Local Police

Twentynine percent of the respondents (n = 442) reported hawvitagic(of any type) with their

local police departments in the previous 12 months leading up to the survey. This figure is slightly
lower than the 2010 survey result, which found that 33 percent of respondents had contact with
local police (MNSAC, 2011).

Respondents to the 2016 MCVS who reported having contact with local police were asked to rate
that experience as positive or negative based on the type of interaction(s) they experienced.
Respondents were given 10 different interaction types, inckidng bictim of crime, being

involved in a traffic stop, and being arrested, among others. Respondent ratings could range from
overy negatived to oOneutraldé to oOovery positiwv
experience that type of interawctiThe full list of respondepolice interactions and response

patterns are displayed in Table 29.

Table 29. Respondent ratings of interactions with local police based on type of police interaction

Responzes

Interaction Types Fery Somewhat Somewhat Fery
(Number of Individuals Rating Interactions) Negative  Negative  Neutval Positive Pasitive

Respondent was a victim of crime. 16% 12% 11% 20% 41%
n=137)

Fespondent witnessed a crime. 18% 11% 153% 15% 42%
m=121}

Respondent reported a problem (noise, 8% 18% 14% 22% 39%
vandalism, illegally parked vehicle, etc)
n=2219)

Respondent was involved in an automobile 36% 5% 12% 15% 31%
accident or medical emergency
n=108)

Respondent was involved in a traffic stop 21% 9% 14% 24% 31%
n=120)

Respondent was stopped in the street and/or 61% 2% 16% 3% 13%
questioned as a pedestrian (not driving)
n=89)

Respondent had a vehicle 1ssue (car not 52% 7% 10% 14% 18%
working, keys locked inside, etc.)
in=164)

Respondent was arrested 56% <1% 12% 4% 28%
n=351)

Business/residence alarm 43% 3% 18% 2% 33%
n=74)

Other 8% 3% 2% 8% 79%
(n=83)
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The findings displayed in Table 29 reveal that positive or negative ratings of police interactions can
vary widely depending on the type of posponeént interaction. A majority of the respondents

who interacted with police as a victim of crime, a witness of crime, or as a reporter of a nuisance
(e.g., noise, vandalism, etc.) described that experience as somewhat or very positive (from 57 to 61
percent) Conversely, respondents who were stopped and questioned, had a vehicle issue, or were
arrested rated those poliespondent interactions as somewhat or very negative (from 56 to 63
percent).

Interaction ratings among respondents who came into coithigobiee because of an automobile
accident were more mixed, with 41 percent of respondents describing the experience as somewhat
or very negative and 46 percent of respondents reporting a somewhat or very positive interaction.
Surprisingly, a majority r@spondents who came into contact with police as a result of a traffic

stof an interaction that could result in a traffic citatidescribed the experience as somewhat or

very positive (55 percent) versus somewhat or very negative (41 percent).rBasidess®

alarm interactions skewed more negative (48 p
overwhelmingly described as positive (87 percent, including 79 percent rating the interaction as very
positive). Respondents were giventheapti of descri bing the o6othero
text field, and these responses ranged from encounters with police at annual National Night Out
neighborhood gatherings, to presentations by police to local organizations, to calls for additional
patrols in the respondentsd neighborhoods.

Ratings of Interactions with Police by Select Demographic Characteristics

Table 30 displays the results of a series of independent steafddbat examined whether or not
respondent ratings of police inteawivaried by interaction types and demographic characteristics.
Because a relatively small number of respondents rated these interactions (ranging from 51 to 229
respondents, depending on the interaction type), it was not possible to compare teeofull rang
demographic categories for variables with more than two categories, including age, race/ethnicity,
and income. These three measures were converted into dichotomies. Respondents below the median
age (47) were cl assi fi erdboeshe medianiagegvere dassdiedds r e s
ool der. éd6 For r ac eHispanid respantients areiintoge, categdry andeall ractaln

and ethnic minority groups are in the second category. Finally, respondents were classified as below
or above th@overty line depending on their annual household income and total houséhold size.

5 Respondents were classified with the following household size and income responstgeasVeiyline (1) more

than one household member in the less than $20,000 income (Zhcokete than five household members in the

$20,000 to $59,999 income bracket; and (3) more than eight household members in the $60,000 to $79,999 income bracket.
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Table 30. Significant independent samples #-test results: Respondent ratings of interactions with local

police by select demographic characteristics

Imteraction Types
Gender Differences Mean Rating

Eespondent was a victim of crime. Male 63 3.24 -2.35%
Female 68 3.86

Respondent withessed a crime. Male 31 5.06 -3.23%=
Female 64 395

Fespondent reported a problem Male 112 345 -2.19%
Female 107 3.83

Eespondent was involved in an automobile Male 32 3.35 2.57%

accident or medical emergency Female 49 2.49

Fezpondent was arrested Male 17 1.45 -2 B4%=%
Female 31 227

Busziness/residence alarm Male 33 3.75 3. 75%%
Female 35 1.71

Race/Ethnicity Differences

Mean Rating

Eespondent was a victim of erime.  White/non-Hisp. 113 3.82 4. 6Tx%=
Minority 22 229
Eespondent withessed a crime.  White/non-Hisp. 106 3.68 2.9g==
Minority 15 244
Fespondent reported a problem  White/non-Hisp. 208 3.77 4 05%%=
Minority 21 256
Bespondent was arrested  White/non-Hizp. 42 .74 2.55%
MMinority 9 126
Metro vs. Non-Metro Differences Mean Rating
Eespondent reported a problem Non-Metro 00 3.36 UL
Metro 138 3.83
Eespondent was arrested Non-Metro 13 1.27 345w
Metro 36 208
Business/residence alarm Non-Metro 19 1.96 -2.46%
Metro 34 .06
Poverly Stafus Differences Mean Rating
Fespondent reported a problem  Above Poverty 159 384 321==
Below Poverty 10 232

Age Differences

Mean Rating

Respondent witnessed a crime. Younger 67 4.01 4.10%*=
Older 30 2.90
Respondent was involved in an avtomobile Younger 34 239 -2.13*
accident or medical emergency Older 49 3.30
Eespondent had a vehicle izsue (car not Younger 30 141 -4 4TEFE
working, keys locked inside, etc)) Older 28 3.04
Fezpondent was arrested Younger 28 208 3.11==
Older 19 147
*p =005, % p<0.01; **=* p <0001
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Only significant differences are displayed in Table 30. Ratings of police interactions ranged from 1
(indicating a very negative experience) to 5 (indicating asittrg prperience). Females generally

rated their interactions with police as significantly more positive than males, including interactions as
victims (3.86 versus 3.24, respectively), withesses (3.95 versus 3.06, respectively), and nuisance
reporters (B85 versus 3.45, respectively). Females also reported their experiences as arrestees as
more positive than males (2.87 versus 1.45, respectively), although the ratings of both groups skew
more negative on average. Males had significantly more posgiwv®frattice for only two types

of interactions: when they were involved in an auto accident or medical emergency (3.35 versus 2.49,
respectively) and when they were involved in a business or residential alarm (3.75 versus 1.71,
respectively).

Generallywhite/non-Hispanic respondents rated their experiences with police as more positive

than minority respondents. White/rBilspanic respondents rated their experience with police as
significantly more positive than minority respondents as victims (3.82 \2&stespectively),

witnesses (3.68 versus 2.44, respectively), and nuisance reporters (3.77 versus 2.56, respectively).
Similar to makemale differences, white/néfispanic respondents reported more positive

experiences as arrestees compared totymespondents (2.74 versus 1.26, respectively), but the
experiences of both groups skews more negative on average.

Metro-area residents rated their experiences with police as significantly more positive than non
metro residents for three types of irtioas: as nuisance reporters (3.85 versus 3.36, respectively;
skewed positive for both groups) and arrestees (2.98 versus 1.27, respectively; skewed negative for
both groups), and when they were involved in business/residence alarms (3.06 versus 1.96,
repectively). There was only one significant difference in ratings of police interactions between
residents above and below the poverty line. Residents above the poverty line rated their interactions
with police more positively than residents below thetpdimerwhen reporting nuisance problems

(3.84 versus 2.52, respectively).

Referencing the bottom portion of Table 30, four significant differences were found between ratings
of police interactions by younger and older respondents. Younger respoadehtsirat

interactions with police more positively than older respondents as witnesses of crimes (4.01 versus
2.90, respectively) and when they were being arrested (2.98 versus 1.47, respectively; skewed
negative for both groups). Older respondents ragecebtperience with police significantly more
positively than younger respondents when they were involved in an accident or medical emergency
(3.30 versus 2.59, respectively) and when they were having vehicle issues (3.04 versus 1.41,
respectively).
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Surveg Results Firearms in the Home and ConeaaadCarry
Permits

Thirty-seven percent of respondents to the 2016 MCVS reported that they had firearms in their
homes (Figure 4a). This figure is a slight decrease compared to the 2010 survey, in which 41 percen
of respondents reported having a firearm in the home (MNSAC, 2011). As in the 2010 survey,
respondents to the 2016 MCVS who reported having a firearm in the home were also asked if they
have a conceahdcarry permit. Thirtgix percent of 2016 MCVSpeadents who reported they

had a firearm in their home also reported that they had a-eow=aty permit (Figure 4b),

compared to only 8 percent of 2010 respondents. It is important to note that in the 2010 MCVS,
more than a third of the giavning repondents declined to answer this question. However, this
increase in reported coneaattcarry permits between 2010 and 2016 is consistent with official

state records. There have been multiple surges in applications feandieeeal permits over the

past 5 years, and the number of active permits has consistently increased since the permits became
available in 2003 (Zamora, 2016).

Firearms in the Home and Conceabnd-Carry Permits by Select Demographic
Characteristics

Table 31 displays the resufta series Figure 4a Question: Are guns (firearms) kept
of ANOVA and independent samples in vour home? (n=1.419)

tests that examine differences in fireai
and conceandcarry permit possessiol
between select demographic groups.
First referencing the top portion of
Table 31, a significantly higher
proportion of respondémage 55 and
above reported having firearms in thei (63%)
homes (42 percent) compared to

younger age categories. Conversely, (

those respondents with firearms in the

homes, a higher proportion of youngei

respondents (ages 18 to 34) reported that theychadembndcarry permit compared to older age
categories (35 to 47 percent compared to 28 percent, respectively).
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A significantly larger proportion of male respondents compared to female respondents reported
having firearms in their homes (45 percenpeoed to 28 percent, respectively) and reported
having a conceahdcarry permit (41 percent compared to 26 percent, respectively). More
white/non-Hispanic respondents than respondents from racial or ethnic minority groups reported
having firearms in thiehomes (42 percent compared to 13 percent, respectively). However,
minority respondents more than sraimority respondents who possessed firearms in their homes
reported having concealdcarry permits (63 percent compared to 34 percent, respectively).

Figure 4b. Question: If ves, do you have a As income increases, so too does household
conceal-and-carry permit? (n = 511) firearm possession. Just under half (49 percent) of
respondents from households with incomes of
$100,000 or more reported having firearms in their
homes, compared to 15 percent of respondents
from households whmade $20,000 or less per
year. A similar pattern followed for whether or not
respondents had concaabicarry permits: 42
percent of respondents who had firearms in their
homes and made $100,000 or more per year also
had a concealindcarry permit, comped to just
17 percent of their lowarcome (less than
$20,000 per year) counterparts.

Mo
(64%)

A little more than half of respondents who resided outside of theesamgnMinneapokSt. Paul
metropolitan area kept firearms in their homes, compared to 26 pentetrearea residents; this
difference was statistically significant. Similar proportions of ametrormetro area residents
with firearms also had coneaaticarry permits (34 percent and 37 percent, respectively).
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Table 31. One way analysis of variance and independent samples -test results: Proportion of
respondents reporting guns in the home and conceal-and-carry permits by select demographic
characteristics.

Proportion of respondents
Proportion of respondents with guns in the home &

Demographic Groups with guns in the home conceal-and-carry permits
(n=1,419) (n =511
Weighted Sample Proportion 36.6% 35.7%
Age Groups
181034 32% 47%
351054 35% 35%
55+ 42% 28%
F-ratio 5.11%% 6.15%*
Gender
Male 45% 41%
Female 28% 26%
f-statistic 6.80%%* JHIRRE
Race/Ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 42% 34%
Racial or Ethnic Minority 13% 63%
[-statistic g.o3**= -3.45%%*
Total Household Income
Less than $20,000 15% 17%
£20,000 to $59,000 28% 26%
860,000 to $99_000 4% 31%
$100,000 or more 45% 42%
F-ratio 23 15%%% 4 4=
Metro Area Residence
Fesides in metro area 26% 34%
Fesides outside of metro area 53% 37%
i-statistic 10 88*** 0.80

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Summary and Conclusi ons

The results of the 2016 MCVS reveal that Minnesotans continue to feel safe in their neighborhoods
and hold favorable attitudes toward the polic
also show that while most forms of crime are deghmicording to official statistics,-sgtorted

victimization appears to remain stable, and even rise slightly for certain types of offenses. Thus,
these results demonstrate the value efegeft crime victimization surveys.

Official statistics arable to account for the many crimes that go unreported. The most common

form of crime victimization in this survey (fraudulent financial account access) is also very unlikely

to be reported to the police. Moreover, a majority of assaults (65 percant)ialnassaults
(without penetration, 90.5 percent) also go u
police, some of the most common and most serious types of offenses do not come to the attention

of police. When crimes go unreportedimgitnay be unable to access many forms of victim

assistance, and they may be vulnerable to repeat victimization if the offender is not held accountable.
The results of this survey suggest that we should more closely examine why some crimes go
unreported tahe police, and how victims can be encouraged to report crimes and get help.
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Appendix A: Stratum Definitions

The sample was stratified in order to secure the desired oversample eithi papulation in
Minnesota. In order to achieve 40fnpletions with newhite respondents, census block groups

with a high density of namhite households were oversampled. Census block groups with a non
white density of 50 percent or more were included in the oversample stratum. All remaining block
groupsn Minnesota were included in the remainder stratum. Table 32 details the estimated
population distributions between the two strata. Of the totavimos population, 69.7 percent

reside in Stratum Two, while 30.3 percent reside in Stratum One (Md\tdalpskwith 50 percent

or more noAwhite households). In other words, 30.3 percent of the totalhiternpopulation in
Minnesota reside in just 5 percent of the block groups. Stratum One was oversampled in order to
achieve at least 400 completions withwidte respondents.

Table 32. Population Distributions for Strata One and Two

Block Group Population White All Other
Coumnt Households Apge 15+ Age 18+ Age 18+

Oversample/

Non-White

{Stratum One) 207 91,680 181,821 63,684 56,861
(%) 18+ POP 5.00% 4.30% 4 40% 1.80% 30.30%
Eemamnder

(Stratum Two) 3,900 2,055,930 3,962,503 3.549 458 130,985
(%) 18+ POP 95.00% 95.70% 95.60% 98.20% 69.70%
Total 4107 2,147 610 4144 324 3,613,142 187 846

Estimates provided by Marketing Systems Group
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Appendix B: Cover Letter Text

Dear Minnesota Household:

TheMinnesota Department of Public Safety is conducting a survay effort to better understand
the extent and impact @fime on Minnesota citizen¥.our householdvas randomly selected,
along with approximatel$,000 othes, to share information about your experiences with crime in
thepastl2 months.

Please answer the survey even if you have not been a victim of crime in the last 12 months.

The results of the suey willpr ovi de i nsi ght into Minnesotans
nature of crime victimization. While information about reported crimes is readily available from

law enforcement agencies, less is known about crimes not reported, a gap thatdgisesks to

fill. In addition to asking about reported and unreported crimes, this sasksgbout impact on

the victim and peopl edbs perceptions of safety
policy makers and criminal justice agencies.

Participation in the survey is voluntaigour privacy is important to us and we want to assure you
thatyour name will not be tied to any survey results and you will not be identified as a survey
participant.

To achieve a better representation of tl@ylation of the state we ask that the adult in your
household with the upcoming birthday respond to the survey.

To access the online survey please gatip://wysac.uwyo.edu/mncrime
and enter your unique passcode (case sensifu€)DE]

We have engged the Wyoming Survey and Analysis Center to collect the informétiau have
anytechnical questionpleasecontactBrian Harnisch at 367666103 or harnisch@uwyo.edu.

Thank you for helping us learn more about crime victimization in Minnesota.
Sincerely,
Raeone Magnuson

Executive Director
Minnesota Department of Public Safety, Office of Justice Programs
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Appendix C: Survey Questions

1) Use the following scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements
based on your geriences in your neighborhood over the past 12 months:

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly
Agree

| feel safe in my neighborhood

| feel safe walking around in my neighborhood at
night

Fear of crime prevents meofn doing what | would
like to do in my neighborhood

| often observe police patrolling my neighborhood

I think my local police department is effective at
controlling crime in my neighborhood.

| think my local police depamtent is effective at ]
responding to calls for police help in my
neighborhood.

0 0

2) Inthe past 12 months, have you had any contact withlgoalpolice department?

[l Yes
"I No A Skip to Question 3

If yes to Question ZPlease rate your experiengd t h

| ocal pol

i ce

n

t

he

Applicabled if you did not have interaction
situation:
Very Somewhat Somewhat  Very Not
Positive  Positive  Neutral Negative Negative Applicable
You were a victim of crime O O 0 O 0 O
You witnessed a crime O O 0 O 0 O
You reported a problem (noise, O O O O O O
vandalism, illegally parked vehicle,
etc.)

You were involved in an automobili O
accident or medical emergency

You were involved in a traffic stop O

You were stopped in the street O
and/or questioned as a pedestrian
(not driving)

You had a vehicle issue (car not O
working, keys locked inside, etc.)

You were arrested O

Businesgksidence alarm 0

Other 0

THE 2016 MINNESOTA ®IME VICTIMIZATION BRVEYd SEPTEMBERO17

56

f ol

Wi

t h

C



3) Are guns (firearms) kept in your home?

I Yes A If yes, do you have a conceahdcarry permit? | Yes [1 No

[1 No

4) In the past 12 months, did anyone vandalize or intentionally damage your home or a structure on
your property?

 Yes A If yes, did this happen to you more than once within the past 12 monthg&s No

Referring to the most recent timethis happened within the past 12 months:

[1 No
a) Did you report this event to the police? ] Yes No

b) Can you estimate thietal amount of money this event cost you for repairs or
replacement of property®¢ not include costs that were covered by insurance

[ No monetary loss $200 to $499

[l Less than $10 $500 to $999

[ $10449 $1,00021,999
$504199 $2,000 or more

5) Inthe past 12 months, did anyone break into (or enter without permission) your home or a
structure on youproperty?

7 Yes A If yes, did this happen to you more than once within the past 12 monthé@s No

Referring to the most recent timethis happened within the past 12 months:

[1No
a) Did you report this event to the police? | Yes No

b) Were you home at the timéthis event? ] Yes No
¢) Was anything stolen? [ Yes [1 No

d) Can you estimate the total amount of money this event cost you as a result of proj
loss and/or damaged property®(not include costs that were covered by insurance

No monetary loss [1 $200 to $499
Less than $10 1 $500 to $999
$10%49 [1$1,00021,999
$504199 | $2,000 or more
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6) Inthe past 12 months, did anyone vandalize, intentionally damage, or steal something from a car,
truck, or other motor vehicle belonging to you or anyone in your household?

1 Yes A If yes, did this happen to you more than once within the past 12 monthg&s [ No

Referring to the most recent timethis happened within the past 12 months:

[1 No
a) Did you report this event to the police?] Yes No

b) Can you estimate the total amount of money this event cost you for repairs or replacen
property? Do not include costs that were covered by insurance

[ No monetary loss 1 $200 to $499

[l Less than $10 71 $500 to $999

[ $10%49 71 $1,000261,999
$50%199 $2,000 or more

7) Inthe past 12 months,dlanyone use or attempt to use your credit cards, debit cards, bank
account numbers or personal checks to make purchases or obtain money from your accounts
without your permission or knowledge?

I Yes A If yes, did this happen to you more than once within the past 12 monthg&s [ No

Referring to the most recent timethis happened within the past 12 months:

[ No a) Did you report this event to the police? ! Yes No

b) Can you estimate the total amount of money this incident cost you, including lost cash,
overdraft costs, other fees paid, or legal codia#r(ot include costs thavere covered by the
bank, credit card company, or merchan(s)

No monetary loss [1 $200 to $499
Less than $10 | $500 to $999
$10%49 $1,00021,999
$504199 | $2,000 or more

¢) Who do you think used or attempted to use your credit cardk,dzaounts, or checks?
(Check all that apply)

[] A current or former spouse or non-marital partner, such as a dating partner, boyfriend, or
girlfriend

[ A family member other than spouse

[1 A friend, neighbor or casual acquaintance

[] A stranger

[1 A peron or business that provided a direct service to you

[1 Don’t know/Not sure
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